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REMARKS 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-4, 6, 10, 24, 25, 28, 30, and 32-37 under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,350,916 to August et al. 
("August"). In addition, the Examiner has objected to claims 5, 8, 9, 26, 3 1, and 38 as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim. However, Examiner has conceded that claims 5, 8, 9, 
26, 31, and 38 would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The Examiner has graciously allowed claims 14, 15, 20-23, 27, and 29. 

Claims 7, 1 1-13, and 16-19 stand previously withdrawn. Claims 1-38 are 
currently pending. The following remarks are considered by applicant to overcome each of 
the Examiner's outstanding rejections to current claims 1-6, 8-10, 24-26, 28, and 30-38. An 
early Notice of Allowance is therefore requested. 

I. Summary of Relevant Law 

A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim 
is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference. 

II. Rejection of Claims 1-4, 6, 10. 24, 25, 28. 30. and 32-37 Under 35 U.S,C. S 
102fB) Based on August 

On page 2 of the outstanding Office Action, the Examiner rejects claims 1-4, 
6, 10, 24, 25, 28, 30, and 32-37 as being anticipated by August. These rejections are traversed 
and believed overcome in view of the following discussion. 
Claims 1-4, 6, 10,24, 25, 28, 30 

Claim 1 states, in part: 

"a plurality of first electrodes which are embedded in a first 
area of one of a first portion and a second portion of the sheet 
member, such that the first electrodes are separate from each 
other in the first area, the first portion and the second portion 
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being opposite to each other in a direction of thickness of the 
sheet member; and 

"a plurality of second electrodes which are embedded in a 
second area of said one of the first and second portions of the 
sheet member, such that the second electrodes are separate 
from each other in the second area, the second area being 
adjacent to the first area in a surface direction parallel to 
one of a first surface of the first portion and a second 
surface of the second portion, the first surface and the second 
surface being opposite to each other in the direction of 
thickness of the sheet member." (emphasis added). 

Accordingly, Claim 1 requires that the first area and the second area are 



adjacent to each other. Examiner asserts that fingers 18 and fingers 20 in Fig. 1 of August 
disclose the above claim language. This, however, misunderstands the teachings of August. 



Examiner asserts that fingers 20 in Fig. 2 of August disclose a plurality of first 



electrodes in a first area as stated in Claim 1. Below is a reproduction of Fig. 2 including an 
indication of the location of the first area. 



First Area 



Examiner also asserts that fingers 18 in Fig. 2 of August disclose a plurality of 



second electrodes in a second area as stated in Claim 1. Below is a reproduction of Fig. 2 
including an indication of the location of the second area. 



Flag 
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Second Area 



Accordingly, the second area of August is not adjacent to the first area of 
August. Rather, the second area of August is a part of the first area of August, as seen below 
in Fig. 2. 
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FIG.2 





First Area 



Second Area 



In addition, Fig. 1 also depicts the second area of August is a part of the first 
area of August, as opposed to the second area being adjacent to the first area as stated in 
Claim 1. 
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Therefore, as can bee seen above, August fails to disclose "the second area 



being adjacent to the first area in a surface direction parallel to one of a first surface of the 
first portion and a second surface of the second portion", as stated in Claim 1 . 



discussing the above positions with the Examiner. In addition, the claim language was 
clarified for the Examiner, and the Examiner clarified his positions in the outstanding Office 
Action. 



"second area" were discussed. Examiner explained that, due to the wording of Claim 1, 
Examiner interpreted "first area" and "second area" to be the same. It was then pointed out to 
the Examiner that the location of the "second area" is distinguished fi-om the location of the 
"first area" by the claim language which states that "the second area being adjacent to the 
first area in a surface direction parallel to one of a first surface of the first portion and a 
second surface of the second portion...." The examiner then agreed that the "first area" is 
indeed different fi*om the "second area". 

In addition, Examiner indicated that it is Examiner's position that the dashed 
line in Fig. 1 of August indicating electrode 14 discloses the "first area" of Claim 1, and the 



A telephonic interview was held with the Examiner on June 9, 2008, 



In particular, the phrases, "first area", "first portion", "second portion", and 
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dashed line indicating electrode 16 discloses the "second area" of Claim 1. This, however, 
misapplies August to the current application. 

In particular, Claim 1 states that there is a plurality of first electrodes which 
are embedded in a first area, and a plurality of second electrodes which are embedded in a 
second area . However, August clearly teaches a single electrode 14 and a single electrode 16. 
August, Col. 4, Lns. 46-47; Fig. 1. Therefore, August fails to teach a plurality of first 
electrodes and a plurality of second electrodes, as stated in Claim 1. 

Accordingly, for all the above reasons, Applicant respectfully asserts that 
Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of anticipation of independent Claim 1, 
and corresponding claims 2-4, 6, 10, 24, 25, 28, 30 because they are all dependant from 
independent Claim 1. Therefore, Applicant respectfijlly requests that Examiner remove the 
rejection of claims 1-4, 6, 10,24, 25, 28, 30 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 4,350,916 to August et al. 
Claims 32 and 33 

Claim 32 states, in part: 

"a plurality of first electrodes which are embedded in one of 
the first portion and the second portion of the sheet member, 
such that the first electrodes are separate from each other and 
are arranged along a first line; 

"a plurality of second electrodes which are embedded in said 
one of the first and second portions of the sheet member, such 
that the second electrodes are separate from each other and are 
arranged along a second line which is separate from, and 
opposed to, the first line in a surface direction parallel to 
one of the first surface and the second surface of the sheet 
member...." (emphasis added). 

Accordingly, Claim 32 requires that the first line and the second line are 
separate from, and opposed to each other. Examiner asserts that fingers 1 8 and fingers 20 in 
Fig. 2 of August disclose the above claim language. This, however, misunderstands the 
teachings of August. 
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Examiner asserts that fingers 20 in Fig. 2 of August disclose a plurality of first 
electrodes arranged along a first area as stated in Claim 32. Below is a reproduction of Fig. 2 
including an indication of the location of the first line. 




First Line 



Examiner also asserts that fingers 18 in Fig. 2 of August disclose a plurality of 
second electrodes arranged along a second line as stated in Claim 32. Below is a reproduction 
of Fig. 2 including an indication of the location of the second line. 




Accordingly, the second line of August is not "separate from, and opposed to" 
the first line of August. Rather, the second line of August is subsumed in, and coincides with, 
the first line of August, as seen below in Fig. 2. 
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First Line 



In addition, Fig. 1 also depicts that the second line of August is subsumed in, 
and coincides with, the first line of August, as opposed to the second line being "separate 
from, and opposed to" the first line as stated in Claim 1 . 




First Line 



Therefore, as can bee seen above, August fails to disclose a plurality of second 
electrodes "arranged along a second line which is separate from, and opposed to, the first line 
in a surface direction parallel to one of the first surface and the second surface of the sheet 
member", as stated in Claim 32. 

Claim 32 also states, in part: 
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"a first wiring which electrically connects the first electrodes 
to each other and which is provided outside the sheet 
member; and 

"a second wiring which electrically connects the second 
electrodes to each other and which is provided outside the 
sheet member." (emphasis added). 

Accordingly, Claim 32 requires that both the first wiring and the second 
wiring be provided outside the sheet member. Examiner asserts that piezoelectric material 26 
of August discloses a sheet member, that electrode 16 discloses a first wiring, and that 
electrode 14 discloses a second wiring. This, however, misunderstands the teachings of 
August. 

As can be seen above in Fig. 1, the electrodes 14, 16, as well as the fingers 18, 
20 are indicated by dotted lines. In addition, August specifically states that the electrodes 14, 
16 and the fingers 1 8, 20 are disposed on the layer 24 and covered by the piezoelectric 
material 26. August, Col. 4, Ln, 62 - Col. 5, Ln. 6. Accordingly, electrodes 14, 16 are 
embedded in the piezoelectric material 26 similarly to the fingers 18, 20 (see Fig. 2), 
Therefore, August fails to disclose either a fist wiring or a second wiring "which is provided 
outside the sheet member", as stated in Claim 32. 

As discussed above, a telephonic interview was held with the Examiner on 
June 9, 2008, discussing the above positions with the Examiner. In addition, the claim 
language was clarified for the Examiner, and the Examiner clarified his positions in the 
outstanding Office Action. 

Examiner indicated that it is Examiner's position that the upper most dashed 
line in Fig. 1 of August indicating electrode 14 discloses the "first line" of Claim 32, and the 
lower most dashed line indicating electrode 16 discloses the "second line" of Claim 32. This, 
however, misapplies August to the current application. 

In particular, Claim 1 states that there is a plurality of first electrodes which 
are arranged along a first line, and a plurality of second electrodes which are arranged along a 
second line . However, August clearly teaches a single electrode 14 and a single electrode 16. 
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August, Col. 4, Lns. 46-47; Fig. 1 . Therefore, August fails to teach a plurality of first 
electrodes and a plurality of second electrodes, as stated in Claim 32. 

In addition, looking at only the upper most dashed line in Fig. 1 of August 
indicating electrode 14 as disclosing the "first line" of Claim 32, and the lower most dashed 
line indicating electrode 16 as disclosing the "second line" of Claim 32, ignores the 
remainder of electrodes 14 and 16. In particular, the position of each electrode 14 and 16 of 
August must be viewed in its entirety and not selectively. When viewed as an entire electrode 
arranged in a line, it becomes clear, as discussed above, that the line corresponding to the 
entirety of electrode 1 6 of August is not separate from or opposed to the line corresponding to 
the entirety of electrode 14 of August. Rather, the line corresponding to the entirety of 
electrode 16 coincides and overlaps with the line corresponding to the entirety of electrode 
14. 

As discussed above, August fails to disclose numerous portions of the 
language of Claim 32. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully asserts that Examiner has failed to 
establish a prima facie case of anticipation of independent Claim 32, and corresponding 
Claim 33 because it is dependant fi-om independent Claim 32. Therefore, Applicant 
respectfully requests that Examiner remove the rejection of claims 32 and 33 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,350,916 to August et al. 
Claims 34 and 35 

Claim 34 states, in part: 

"at least three first electrodes which are embedded in one of 
the first portion and the second portion of the sheet member, 
such that said at least three first electrodes are separate from 
each other and are arranged along a first line; and 

"at least three second electrodes which are embedded in said 
one of the first and second portions of the sheet member, such 
that said at least three second electrodes are separate from each 
other and are arranged along a second line which is separate 
from, and opposed to, the first line in a surface direction 
parallel to one of the first surface and the second surface of 
the sheet member. ..." (emphasis added). 
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Thus, similarly to Claim 32, Claim 34 requires that the first line and the 
second line are separate from, and opposed to each other. Just as with Claim 32, August fails 
to disclose at least three second electrodes "arranged along a second line which is separate 
from, and opposed to, the first line in a surface direction parallel to one of the first surface 
and the second surface of the sheet member", as stated in Claim 34. 

As discussed above, a telephonic interview was held with the Examiner on 
June 9, 2008, discussing the above positions with the Examiner. In addition, the claim 
language was clarified for the Examiner, and the Examiner clarified his positions in the 
outstanding Office Action. 

Examiner indicated that it is Examiner's position that the upper most dashed 
line in Fig. 1 of August indicating electrode 14 discloses the "first line" of Claim 34, and the 
lower most dashed line indicating electrode 16 discloses the "second line" of Claim 34. This, 
however, misapplies August to the current application. 

In particular. Claim 34 states that there is at least three first electrodes which 
are arranged along a first line, and at least three second electrodes which are arranged along a 
second line . However, August clearly teaches a single electrode 14 and a single electrode 16. 
August, Col. 4, Lns. 46-47; Fig. 1. Therefore, August fails to teach at least three first 
electrodes and at least three second electrodes, as stated in Claim 34. 

In addition, as discussed above, looking at only the upper most dashed line in 
Fig. 1 of August indicating electrode 14 as disclosing the "first line" of Claim 32, and the 
lower most dashed line indicating electrode 16 as disclosing the "second line" of Claim 32, 
ignores the remainder of electrodes 14 and 16. In particular, the position of each electrode 14 
and 16 of August must be viewed in its entirety and not selectively. When viewed as an entire 
electrode arranged in a line, it becomes clear, as discussed above, that the line corresponding 
to the entirety of electrode 16 of August is not separate from or opposed to the line 
corresponding to the entirety of electrode 14 of August. Rather, the line corresponding to the 
entirety of electrode 16 coincides and overlaps with the line corresponding to the entirety of 
electrode 14. 
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Accordingly, Applicant respectfully asserts that Examiner has failed to 
establish a prima facie case of anticipation of independent Claim 34, and corresponding 
Claim 35 because it is dependant from independent Claim 34. Therefore, Applicant 
respectfijlly requests that Examiner remove the rejection of claims 34 and 35 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,350,916 to August et al. 
Claims 36 and 37 

Claim 36 states, in part: 

"a plurality of first electrodes which are embedded in one of 
the first portion and the second portion of the sheet member, 
such that the first electrodes are separate from each other and 
are arranged along a plurality of first lines which are 
separate from each other in a first surface direction parallel 
to one of the first surface and the second surface of the 
sheet member; and 

"a plurality of second electrodes which are embedded in said 
one of the first and second portions of the sheet member, such 
that the second electrodes are separate from each other and are 
arranged along a plurality of second lines which are 
separate from, and alternate with, the first lines in the first 
surface direction. . .." (emphasis added). 

Accordingly, Claim 36 requires that the first electrodes are arranged along a 
plurality of first lines. Claim 36 similarly requires that the second electrodes are arranged 
along a plurality of second lines. In addition, Claim 36 requires that the plurality of second 
lines be separate from, and alternate with, the first lines. 

Examiner asserts that fingers 20 in Figs. 1 and 2 of August disclose the above 
claim language requiring that the first electrodes are arranged along a plurality of first lines. 
Examiner also asserts that fingers 18 in Figs. 1 and 2 of August disclose the above claim 
language requiring that the second electrodes are arranged along a plurality of second lines. 
In addition, Examiner asserts that Figs. 1 and 2 of August disclose that the plurality of second 
lines are separate from, and alternate with, the first lines. This, however, misinterprets the 
teachings of August. 

As can clearly be seen in Figs. 1 and 2 of August, the fingers 20 are arranged 
along a single line, and not a plurality of lines, as stated in Claim 36. 
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Single Line 



Similarly, as can clearly be seen in Figs. 1 and 2 of August, the fingers 18 are 
also arranged along a single line, and not a plurality of lines, as stated in Claim 36. 
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Fia2 

Accordingly, August completely fails to disclose either that the first electrodes 
are arranged along a plurality of first lines, or that the second electrodes are arranged along a 
plurality of second lines, as stated in Claim 26 

In addition, as discussed above, the first single line of fingers 20 and the 
second single line of fingers 18 that August discloses are not separate from each other. 
Rather, the second single line of August is subsumed in. and coincides with , the first single 
line of August. Accordingly, fails to disclose "a plurality of second lines which are separate 
from, and alternate with, the first lines in the first surface direction", as stated in Claim 36 
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Moreover, Claim 36 states that there is a plurality of first electrodes which are 
arranged along a plurality of first lines , and a plurality of second electrodes which are 
arranged along a plurality of second lines . However, August clearly teaches a single electrode 
14 and a single electrode 16. August, Col. 4, Lns. 46-47; Fig. 1. Therefore, August fails to 
teach a plurality of first electrodes and a plurality of second electrodes, as stated in Claim 36, 

As discussed above, August fails to disclose numerous portions of the 
language of Claim 36. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully asserts that Examiner has failed to 
establish a prima facie case of anticipation of independent Claim 36, and corresponding 
Claim 37 because it is dependant from independent Claim 36. Therefore, Applicant 
respectfully requests that Examiner remove the rejection of claims 36 and 37 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,350,916 to August et al. 

m. Objection to Claims 5, 8, 9, 26. 3L and 38 as Being Dependent Upon a 

Rejected Base Claim 

On page 12 of the current Office Action, the Examiner objects to claims 5, 8, 
9, 26, 31, and 38 as being dependent upon a rejected base claim. This objection is respectfully 
traversed and believed overcome in view of the following discussion. 

Claims 5, 8, 9, 26, 31, and 38 are ultimately dependent from one of 
independent claims 1 and 36. As claims 1 and 36 are allowable, so must be claims 5, 8, 9, 26, 
31, and 38. Therefore, Applicant respectfiilly requests Examiner remove the objection to 
claims 5, 8, 9, 26, 3 1, and 38 as being dependent upon a rejected base claim. 
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Based upon the above remarks, Applicant respectfully requests 
reconsideration of this application and its early allowance. Should the Examiner feel that a 
telephone conference with Applicant's attorney would expedite the prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is urged to contact him at the number indicated below. 




REEDSMJTH LLP 

599 LexmgtQn AveiVue 
New York, NV-4^2 
Tel.: 212.521.5400 

ED:JWT 
501558.20003 
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